L

. . . ~ \’ Y
f +  DOCUMENT RESOME - » o AN
2 N N - ] ' A ' ) R ! e
ED 135 080 \ ‘ " ' a0 o SP 015 Bé64,
' N . v -
AUTHOR . Alexander, Jav' And Others ,
TITLE - Increasing *the Use of Evaluation Information: An
‘Evaluator-Manager Interaction Model. * :
INSTITUTION Education Service Tenter Region 20, gan Antonio, . .
TEX- * = - ) ’
"PUB DATE . Feb B0 . .
NOTE . 1ip.: Paper presented at the annual meeting of the,

‘Southwest Rducational Research Association (San . .
Antonio, TY, Februhry 7-9,- 198N).

T N » N
»

EDRS PRICE MFO1/PC01 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTIORS Decision Makirng: Fducatienal kesearch; *Evaluatisn: °
L *Feedback: *Information Otilizations *Interéction: \
 Program Evalua*ion: Research Methodology: *Research
. : Utilization: *Uger~Satisfaction (Information)

*
-

ABSTRACT : ‘ ~ :
An evaluator-manager interaction model is develdped »

for predicting the impact of evaluation and research findings.
Instruments are developed for meaguring *he variables of
interpersonal iavolvement, impact of evaluation, and wmanagerial Styls . v
in the relationship, be+weer evaluatov and -manaqger. The hypothesis
advanged suggests that evaluators can improve their efficiency ani .
ﬁmpa"t by shifting the bulk vf thelr interpersonal involvement . ‘
tovards managers who .are more reluctwnt to use-.evaluation data %o )
chan%§ their ongoing edqpa+1opal c*oqrams. (Authors/LH)

[ \ { ’

K
™~

********************************ﬁ***ﬁ*****‘*i***** **M***********‘k******

* feproductions supplied by FDFS are the best thct can be mai: *
* . from *he original documeg*, - * T
e e ke ke e sk ol 3k e ok ok sl sk ke ok ke ol skl die ol e i de v ak vl dde Sl Sl M ke Sl el v ek e sk ol ok Ak ok Ak e e ke ke gk dle e e e e kol ok ol e alk ok ke ik Nk

B -

[Kc | . | o ; \

-
wll Toxt Provided by ERIC .




1

Edication bervice Conter, Negton 70
Duain M. Kstes, Exerutive Biverior
Evaluation Services N

N Alan L. Ruecks, Coordinator
1550 M. B. Loop 410
San Antonio, Taxas 78209
i . Phone: 312-828-355) ¢
L] N ~ i
. * ! L
Y . . * )
O A » .
e )
Tg
o - | ‘
- T
r—t . N
T '
R > &
.
t R * »
? : } N .
L » N
- ; —
B N 4 N
. 0 N . R
INCREASING THE USE OF EVALUATION INFORMATION: ' LA
- Y - .t j‘) b
An Evaluator-Manager Interaction Model .
. ‘ U'S DEPARTMENT 0K REALTH, .
: ) - . EDUCATION & WELFARE
. \ - NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
t ) ! . ©t EDUCATAON .
: .. T d : ! THIS DOCUMENT ,i'fns BEEN REPRO-
BYCED EXACTLY A5 RECEIVED FROM
. . Jay Ail'exan er . ngPE,RSON0§-*OQGAN!IATIONORIG'N~
. - Stan Drezek ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
. . . . . . ; . STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
Elaine Sebald + SENTOFEICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF °
. \ . . ' , EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
- \l ' . ‘
A - . e
. . K
) T ' N | ‘.:' . \j“’ . . ’
. - A . T 's’ : N *
3 R N . o . F . s
; Paper presented at the anpual meetirg of the \
. ’ Sduthwest Educational Research Association | .
' . ‘ ) . A .
N * ~ - N ~ N B . v s
. h . -, ’ “PERMISSION TO REPRODUGE THIS
3 ) . ‘ ~ . MATERJAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
! R . ‘ r: 9: 5 ’ NS .
~ “. +» - Publication Number: .73:§f5 Jag Lletondy
H ' B ‘San Antonio, Texas , - J 74 i
e \ February_7-9, 1380 .
: v s ‘ " TO THE EDUGATIONAL RESOIRGES
‘ﬁ -8 . Tt : : - INFORMATION GENTER (ERIC)"
. . . + R N
A ~ Lo . R 3 ¥
Q . ) - ‘%’!j’l e}t X
, . ~ R \'\'& N A ‘) »
LS . oo AT -~ 4 N
ERIC : A . : _
.o , Y ;

- . [N et 4 P
“ * . B ¢



.
o~

r ) . b -
- s u \ \
INCREASING 'THE USE OF EVALUATION INFORMATION: ’
.An Evaluator-Manager Interaction Model ' BN
S . ’ . by '
L. Jay Alexander, Stan Drezek, and Elaine Sebald
. L . o s
T ‘ Education Serviqe‘Centeé, Region 20
N$\“\ . San Antonio, Texas : I -
Introduction o ) ,

~

Several- researchers have éemphasized the importance of the relationships

2

~ i} . N
between program evaluators and key dacision~m§yers for achieving substantial

utilization of evaluatipn findings (Cox, 1977, Holley, 1978, Patton, 1978).

3

) -t >
After reviewing'the literature on use of eva%pation information, Cox concludes.'

.

_that "improving utilization is not going to be so much a matter of training

N

managers in the subtleties of research methodology and interpretatiof as it

~

will be training evaluators in organizational and political realities and

communication skills and having them placed in organizations so that they are

’ N > r )
in extensive contact with relative administrators" (Cox, 1977, p.508). Our
own survey of special education program étaff*mémhers supports Cox's conclusion,

. - A} .
highlighting ‘the need for evaluators to develop "an increased understanding
: RN :

N 4

of special education staff, programs, and constraints." (Drezek, Note 1)
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Hypothesis -
Somewhat -less has been said, however, on how the personality or managerial

R

N - N NP . :
style of the decision-maker effects utilization of the dakta., We hypothesize

N

that inereasad interpersonal involvement between the evaluator and the manager
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‘ment will be of less importanc%ﬁfor managers -who already creatively §Enerate B

&

~

menager's "styla." That is, we believe the effects of interpersonal involve-

H

e 3 r‘ » 3 I3 S
and use data than fqr managers whose efforts are directkd primarily toward
program survival or toward the enhancement of the, program's image.

N ) ? .

This paper represents our initial gxploratory phase in which we attempted

M

to clarify our conceptual framework ‘and develop instruments to measu%p the

key variables-—interpersonal involvement, impact of - evaluation, and managerial

N

style. - ~ R -

Interpersonal Involvement ‘ R

Kl

-
A

We selected two potential ways of measuring interpersonal‘involvement. One
o . -

3 »

method is the use of a task codé (gee Attachment i) which will indicate the

proportion of time an evaluator spends vis-a-vis with project staff for.each

-

project, ~ -
Our second approach to measuring interpersonal involvement is to ask the

manager as to%the extent he was involved in formulating evaluatiﬁp questidns, ‘
interpreting findings, and generating recommendétiqns: Two\fi§e point® items ’
were devisédifor this (seejAttachmenE 2, part I).}-»

In addition to <ooperatively developding and carrying out an evaluation
plan and gsiné over findings, intarﬁérsanal involvement contains other more

qualitative aspects. Among those aspects are: . \,

(1) Developing an interest in the project--discovering the manager's goalg,
feelings, and values. ’
‘ /

. (2) Sharing your perspective--letting the manager know how“you feel

-
-

and think.
{3) ' Developing mutual respect--recognizing each other's strengths and
N . o . i

weaknesses and allowing for differences in opinion.

(4). Attempting to meet sach other's needs mnd compromising when

o

1 N

‘necessary.

K
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‘Impact of Evaluation

N ] * 1
At our education service center the evaluatibn plan consists of .
. o o

formulating several questions and producing a .s€ries of doduments to answer .

these questions, Therefore, we decided that one‘way to assess impact would .
- ’ - ‘ N
be to have an independent person ask managers about the impact of three evaluation

~ \

documents chosen at random.” Six areas of\potential impact were chosen for pro-

f »

bing by an independent consultant., Managers would. be asked as to whether the

] > -
N =

(1) changed the way services are provided, (2) changed program management,

-

i
document

(3) led to a reallocation of resources, (4) influenced tbé.seIEﬂ?idn of goals

a
- a

and objectives; (5) lgd to new ideas, or (6) had anv other form of impact., Managers

ar® asked to state specific instances for each atea of impact (see Attachment,

éart II). -

. . - v
Managerial Style :

-

)
H

The most difficult but probab{i the most creative aspect of our task was

»

to define managerial style in a manner rélevant to the manager's probable use
N Y

of evaluation data. We looked at how managers procéssed information from .

\ . i N
three perspectives (1) primary purpose of actiouns, (2) basis for actions,_and

»

(3) ué¥ of“information. We loosely related mandgerial style for proceésing

‘of insecure dependency.Lo one of creative'self-actualization. With reggpect

Ny f .
,

information to an individual's ‘stage of development ranging from a position

- " ? 5

to‘manageriai styie.this ciggiguum div;ded itself iﬁto five categories which. | ' ‘
) ) . N ) - \ \
we labeled "tactical,” "political,” "cyb%rnetical,” "analytical," and
"ekperimental." e : - ;/, -
A manager who is in the first catégor;i—"téctical"—-is oné whose prime \

focus 1is Ensuring‘the suryival of his/her program. A manager whose efforts

are directed toward gaining acceéptance and enhancing the image of his/her

-

T \
progham we label "political.” The manager who seeks achievement within the

limited framework of the -existing administrative structure we label "cyber-

» A
k]

netical," and the manager who seeks to achieve goals beyond those established

A}
.

- .
: : , 3.9
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within the existing administrative structure we labﬁ} "analytical." Finally,
4 ~.
the self-actualized, creative person is represented by the "experimental®
N $

¥

manager, who actively manipulates his/her environment. From this continuuym °
- ~ N " . N '
we developed a rough measure of "managerial style for processing information."

Al

A (See Attachment 3).

.

N . * N . - N i
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Other Considerations - ; \ ¢ ' :

» N
As a-secondary hypothesis we predict that ‘in actual fact evaluators tend
. g ) N : &S,
to Spendziﬁgé time with manager$ who score low on our scale of managerial

style--those people generally resistant to the whole process' of'evaluation.
* ‘ ~ \ N w T
- Although bypassing these managers may make it easier for the evaluator to
L M F N : ‘; . : )
3
, produde a document containing &¥valuatiosd findings, this practice neglects the
N ‘ . * ~ )

reak objective of evaluation--ufilization of information leading to program

N N “\" N L
improvement. Moreover, this prdctice causes evaluators to spend less time
! y

» R
N -

with the very people who, in our cpinion, should receive moreyattention, We

. hypothesize that the best way to deal productively with "tactical™ or "poli-

~

tical' managers is to fully involve them in all phases of 'the évaluation

N

. >~ . E
process--even though this strategy may requirelthat the evaluation plan

»
1

initially be limited to only a few crucial areas of  the program.

Note rhat the behavior of any particular manager fluctuates, A manager
at one point in time or in regards to a specific issue may réspond;with a style

. that is not his/her usual. - Furthermore, a manager's. style is’ likely to change as

the person becomes mere familiar with the evaluator and the evaluation process.

RN - «

Typically, the beginning of a manager—evaldator telationship requires extensive

e
sharing of information and developing rapport.

A v »

’ One possible means of testing our hypothesis would be to use a manager
: Iy .

X

- as his/her® own control and do a before and after study with the intervention

being Fncreased interpersonal involvement. However, if the hypothesis is

- . . | . .
tested across managers as is our intention, then managers must be matched
~ 2 *

X |
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according to®'style'" as the probablilty of greatey utilization of evaluation

b : ‘ \ \
findings .by "experimental' and "analytical' managers than "political" or .
. .- \
~ . "tactical" ones .is built into our measure of managerial style,

- . N X -
[ M . ~

Summary

1
»

In conclusion, we have formulated an evaluator-manager interaction model

for predicting impact ef evaluation. We have developed tentative instruments

»
-

for measuring the variables of interpersonal involvement, impact -of evaluationm,

?

and managerial style. We can now test our hypothesis that increased inter-

. N . . 5
personad involvement between evaluatordgpd managerfyill lead to increased use

By

of evaluation data with managerial style ds“a moderator variable; that is,

PN
»

the extent of involvement between evaluator and manager will be of particular

a

importance for -managers.rated "tactical' or '"political." If our conceptua-
p g p . €

. : lization is correct, evaluators can improve their efficiency and impact by
. -

“shifting the bulk of their interpersonal involvement—away from managers who

-

, should be given the data to use independentl¥y to managers who are more

*

reluctant to use evaluvation data to change their programs, .

~
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Attachment' 1

TASK ‘
CODE

1 NEEDS ASSESSHENT
*1.1 Consultation with Center personnel
desiring data. ‘

File search for previously obtained
data.

3 Preparation of data collecting in-

struments.,

Selecting sample, collecting, data.

Tabulating, processing & analyzing
results, !

Report preparation '
‘Consultations to interpret & ex— .
plain ‘findings. ’
Admintstrative & Supervising
CHARGEABLE: > Tf related to
e funded project
~ ‘NON-CHARGEABLE: If a new proposal.
. f ‘
" PROPOSAL DEVELOPMENT : T ’~

Confelences, meetings, & discussions

Reviewing objectives .

Preparing ‘the evaluatibn section.

Reading or reviewing $roposals for_

comment.

2.5 Writing complete proposal

2.6 Administrative & Supervising
CHARGEABLE: If a continuation
: ) proposal.
NON-CHARGEABLE:

2
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4

o

If a new propogal

3  EVALUATION PLANNING

3.1 Consultation within evaluation staff
3.2 Preparing the Evaluation Plan

If related.to

funded project

CHARGEABLE:

DATA COLLECTION
Developing or selecting 1nstr0ments

data.

Conducting interviews' telephone or
in-p erm

ObservZRions; workahops schools,

]:R\(:centers, etc,

A J

Travel time connected with collecting

3 ExeiLviive

0 . 4

~ N ¢
TASK CODE CATAGORIES

TASK

4,5

+ CODE - .
AL

‘ . .3
Administering exams, tests, question-
naires, etc,

Discributing & collecting question—
naires i

Briefings pertaining to data collection
Administrative & Supervising ,
CHARGEABLE: If related to funded

project
L 4

DATA PROCESSING ) .

Developing a record keeping system .
Processing workshop evaluation forms.
Tabulating or scoring other’ instrument
data, )
Preparation for card punching & compu-
ter rum. S N '
Statistical analysis of data

Reviewing .records, reports, or other

. information,

Administrativé & Supervising
CHARGEABLE: If related to funded

+ project

REPORTING EVALUATION

Writing findings, memoranda, interim,
or final reports.

Disseminating evdluation results
Administrative & Supervising
CHARGEABLE: If related to funded

project

»

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Travel time’connected with praviding
assistance.

2 Conducting or participating in

wor kshops

Other assistance provided
Administrative & Supervising
CHARGEABLE: 1If related to a

. funded project

¥

)

-

e

v DIREXT INTERACH oA WIITN ARIIECT Frars A

as

- L 3 - N
N R i'
TASK 4 .. ‘ *
CODE | b

8  INTERACTION WITH PROJECT STAFF

8. i Meetings involving learning
about program

8.2 Contact about devéloping evalua-
tion plan -

8.3 Briefings, conferences, & sign-"
off of plans :

8.4 Verbally conveying findings or
results of evaluation

8.5 Providing technical consultation

8.6 Formulating retommendations =

8.7 Consultations involving using
evaluation data. N

8.8 Administrative & Supervising

~ CHARGEABLE: If lated to a

funded project

I"ﬁ'rlz;m! L PROCEDURES :

1 All inservice séssions;& retreat
2 Center, component, & unit meetings
.3 Area conferences & workshops
4
5

Special studiés & projects
Preparation of professional
papers
9.6 Séreening applicants for em-
»ployment
9.7 Attendance at professional
meetings g
‘9.8 Administrative & Supervising
. CHARGEABLE: 1If related to a
‘ . funded project. .
* Prorated for per—
sonnel” with® split
funding -

10  ALL ABSENCES . :

10,1 Vacation - ’

10,2 Sick

10.3 Personal

10.4 Jury/military

10.5 ESC-20 Holldays

10.6 Other .
CRARGEABLE: Prorated for person—

nel with split funding.

i
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: ' Attachment 2

*IMPACT OF EVALUATION SERVICES

\ .

N N

Pﬁ: ose: . By identifying the type of services which ledd to impact,

»

we may increase the future impact of Evaluation Services.

. Inst‘:r{iction\:b "The following three documents represent all or a select,

sample of the work Evaluation Services has done for your

.
program. I will let you review each one of these one at, ’f
- a time so you can refresh your memory. Then I will ask
- : you some questions regarding their impact on your program.
N _ \' . . *‘) »
. A ¢ ’ \ -
¢ Document Tfitle: S ' .
. Program: N Date of Document N .
N M . N a h‘~ -
Person Interviewed ' "3 ; Date . A
¥ EY
a " ~ b [
\\ﬁ\ ¢ :
. , .
. . r
. I. ‘Involvement 7
& A -
. 1) How involved were you at the beglnning of this work such as choosing
the subject, formulating the questions, selecting 1tems, etc.? - !
*1 = pnot involved 2 = limited 3 = moderate & = considerable 5 = extensive
- involve- *involve~ involvement involvement
ment Jment
2) How involved were you during and at the completion. of this work X
. such as receiving feedback,” discussing findings, going over recom-
\ fendations, ect:? L
1 = pnot involved 2 = limited .3 = moderate 4= considerable S = extensive .
» ipvolve- involve- involvement + inyolvement-
” ment ment !
IT. Impact . \\\
. Rate the extent of 1mpact this document has had in each.of the following areas
using the code:
] = no impact 2 = limited " 3 = moderate 4 = considerable 5 = extensive
) < impact impact impact Ympact
& -
Code . ' ' N
. al A
12345 ° (1) Led to changes in the way services are provided.
. Specify: s
Y F
\
. \ ) »
: - ll
- ‘_8_ . 1 N

N\,

-



dode

123

I1I1.

»

ISections I. and II. ave repeated for two additional documént;] '

- N 3 - ~
?‘ N ‘ . A , N . \\‘\ )
. ) St : )
4 5 (2) Led to changes in the way the program is managed.
Y A Y a—
. . . R
Specify: ‘ .
~ N
?
4 5 (3) Led to a reallocation of resources (personnel time, monies; mar
?erials) PO F A S :
. N - ¥, R N
Specify: . i
> N v N . * N »7.\
45 - (&) Influenced the selettion of goals .and obiectives or the assign-
ment of program priorities. : A v
Specify: . R d” . . Y. . »
) ' - .
. [} N
' -y « '
4 5 (5) Led to or provided new idgaé‘or ways of looking at the p;oéram.
Specify; - ;

-

NN
4 5 (6) Whag, other wa}s did this document and.the i.n eractﬁs relating ,),},,)ﬂ
to it have an impact on this program. LT
| Specify: ‘ .

' * v

In addition to the documents we have discussed, can you specify any other
ways Evaluation Services has had a '"considerable" or "extensive" impact

< -

on your program? . .

- -

. A N * :

-

o~

<%
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MANAGERIAL STYLE for Processing Information :

L
3

N

To determine the type of managers ‘you work with

PTogram or Pr

Informatlon

»

E}

> N ‘
4 -
PurpOSe-
I Name*
11,
AR TR \
<. e ) v
e+ ~
A1) Primary
© . ‘purpose of
o actions
. 54
B Rating ~
LS SN »
"2y - Basis _
for action
N
.
u‘ * N Y R . ‘
1] . N 3
Rating:
3) Use of

»

. ~

VU

5 0\.
E‘.}cper;hm%:rﬂ:i—zl)}i

«

»

A‘S\

—

\»

~
Read the descriptions in the, bOXES‘fOf each of the three areas.
above named ‘manager ‘and aSSJgn a number

~ *
N

\
Q»D‘\ =

Analytical 7

, 3.5

‘v

7z

o
-~ . 4

x

X3

D

- Maﬁager:

a8

o;ect'

*a

¥3.0 <.
» -. Cybernetical

R e e

~

N

"alegant" way to
satisfy the needs .
for which the .
program was set

. ‘up within -the

>

Find the "best" or:

SEP?GQSt framework.

1

|

F

T

Find a "good" °
way “to satisfy
the needs for. -
which the program
was set up
within a broad -
framework,”

>

kS

Meet program _
goal/objectives.
within a limited
framework

A}
IS

t

2.5

aas e PR SRS T8 W T s P N

T‘j

Oy o S

3

%

L

. '2,9
* "Political

Amsimast b

et T s Ay Ak S et R

"Look good" to
a host of
{emmnmlpntms

3~

3

1.5

.

N . -
Make the program .

» N

Then note the category most descriptive of the :
(You may use ‘decimals if you like)

-

1.0
Tactical

-
-

»

S g Ay v

Insuré the

' continuation/ ]
survival of the o
program.

F AR

o

N

Generates,
considers, and
tests program,_ -

options. .

»

 Generates,
collects, and
systematically
organizes a
variety of
informatign.

‘%

o

N
.

» Y

~

Generates and
congiders program
options. )

3

o

AT W SR WA NS A AP AW IR I e vy A B

Collects and
systgmaticallv

. organizes a

. infgrrﬁat‘n .

variety of

. Responds to new
information to
make program
changes.

-

\Sysiematically
organizes

‘ :lnf:om‘1 N
infory: on.

o A

o wn o S B S B deien SR AR PR = e e

gy

Responds. to.

o,

changes.

S e AR W sk S RO AP s

Collects and

- organizes
“required" or’
"requested”
information.

| problemiWgmands
' to make, program

RN SN
e

»

Reacts to
-unsettling
elements in an
effortc to
maintain-the
existing
structure,

¥

J Pk s w_am,

e e

T

Maintains
limited and
select"

information to
support position.
r

1

i

1.4
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